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THE PRELIMINARY STATEMENT 


This is an appeal by the Plaintiff-Appellant from a judgment rendered 
on Jmuary 28, 1975, in favor of the Defendants- Appellees in an action by the 
Plaintiff- Appellant for an order prohibiting Defendants-Appellees from 
terminating Plaintiff-Appe*lant's employment as Assistant Chief, General 
Surgery, Ue S. Public Health Service Hospital. The matter was heard before 
Mr. Justice Edward R. Neaher, United Stated District Court, Eastern District of 


New York. 


- 
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED 


1. Whether business records admitted intu evidence in a Federal 
Court must conform to Federal Statuatory Rule. 

2. Whether an unfavorable resumption arises from withheld evidence, 

3- Whether a provisional employee can be terminated for exercising 
his constitutional right of "freedom of speech", 

. Whether the Court erred in not allowing Plaintiff-Appellant to 
present evidence regarding the subject hospital's standard of health care 
delivery. 

5. Whether there is a violation of the "Equal Protection Chause" 
of the Fourteenth Amendment if discriminatory treatement is applied to persons 
under like circumstances and conditions. 

6. Whether full and fair cross examination is a fundamental right in 


our judicial system, 


= 


STATEMENT OF FACTS 

On December 10, 1974, Plaintiff commenced an action in the United 
States Distr .ct Court for the Eastern District of New York seeking to enjoin 
officials at the United States Public Health Service Hospital in Staten Island, 
New York, from terminating his employment as an Assistant Chief in the 
Department of Surgery. At a hearing on December 20, 1974, this motion was 
denied because the Court fekt that Plaintiff failed to demonstrate the 
irreparable harm would result if it were not granted. However, because of the 
constitétional questions involved, tae Court set the matter down for an 
immediate trial on January 20, 1975. After a one day postponement, the trial 
began on Jenuary 21, 1975, before the Honorable Edward Neaher. Over the 
Plaintiff's objections, the Court refused to allow the introduction of apy 
evidence to show the completely deplorable and unacceptable state of affairs 
that existed at the United States Public Health Service Hospital due entirely 
to the grossly incompetent direction of the present hospital Director, Nicholas 
Je Galluzzi, and the present Director of Surgery, Lorenzo G. Guagmang The court | 
also refused to allow introduction of evidence to show that the quality of 
medical care delivered by the hospital was below the minimum acceptable 
commmity standards; and that there is not a single resident on the General 
Surgical Service of the U. S. Public Health Service Hospital in Staten Island. 
This is the only major hossital in the United States that attempts to provide 
general medical care under such medically unacceptable conditions. The results 
have been prolonged and unnecessary patient morbidity and needless deaths of | 
patients. 

The Court admitted into evidence records that were not business 


records in that they were not "made in the regular course of any business and 


that it was the regular course of such business to make it, at the time of the 
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act, transaction, occurrence or event, or within a reasonable time thereafter." 

In an Order ‘ed January 28, 1975, the Court entered judgment in 
favor of the Defendants oe Memorandum of Deciston detailed that testimony of 
supporting staff personne.. found Plaintiff competent and agreeable. However, 
the Court based its ruling on: 

1. Dr. Guagman's personal diary which, in the main, accused Plaintiff 
of chronic lateness to an 8:00 A.M. conference. 

2. Testimony by a physician who only gave anesthesia for one of Dr. 
Davidson's cases that Dr. Davidscn was on an average 20 minutes later in 
starting his operations than other physicians, 

3- Dr. Davidson had minor irregularities in chart completions in 
twenty-six cases. 

Defendants failed to call a single doctor who worked on the ward with 
Dr. Davidson, to testify that Dr. Davidson had to make rounds before the 8:00 
A.M. conference because there was no curgical house staff to perform this duty. 
Defendants failed to call either of the two anesthetists who gave anesthesia 
for Dr. Davidson and who had never registered a single complaint against him. 
Dr. Davidson produced many patients who testified as to the exceptionally high 


calibre of medical care that he rendered, 


SUMMARY OF ARGUMENT 


1. Dr. Guaman's 19 page personal summary dated November 19, 197k, 
(Defendant's Exhibit I) and Dr. Krich's two-days before trial review of charts 
(Defendant's Exhibit J) were not business records made in the regular course 
of business and were not work related, therefore, they must be excluded. 

2. The failure of Defendants-Appellees to produce evidence within their 
control and which they naturally should have produced raises an unfavorable 
presumption,dus to the withholding of this evidence, that it would prove 
unfavorable, 

3. Plaintiff-Appellant cannot be terminated @or exercising his 
constitutionally protected right of"freedom of speech." 

h. The Court committed a substantial and prejudicial error in ruling 
that Plaintiff-Appellant could not present evidence showing the subject 
hospital's unacceptable level of surgical care, 

Se There was a gross violation of Plaintiff-Appellant's constitutionally 
protected rights under the "Equal protection clause" of the Fourteenth Amend- | 
ment in that discriminatory treatmut was applied to him as opposed to others | 
under like circumstances and conditions, 

: Plainti ff-Appel lant 

6. The denial by the Court of a meaningful opportunity to/fully and &. 
completely cross examine a material witness and to dford Plaintiff-Appellant 


a meaningfulopportunity to examine evidence, was a substantial prejudicial errors 


POINT I 

FEDERAL STATUTORY RULE REQUIRES 

THAT BUSINESS RECORDS MUST PASS 

TWO STANDARDS IN ORDER TO BE 

ADMISSEBLE IYTO EVIDENCE 
In 1936, the Congress of the United States enacted a statute (now 

28 U.S.C. Sec. 1732-a) which states that: 

"In any court of the United States and in any court established 
by Act of Congress, any writing or record, whether in the forn 
of an entry in a book or otherwise, made as a memorandum or 
record of any act, transaction, occurrence, or event, shall be 
admissible as evidence of such act, transaction, occurrence, 
or even if made in regular course of any business, and if it 
was the regular course of such business to make such memorandum 
or record at the time of such act, transaction, occurrence, or 
event or withina reasonable time thereafter," 


28 U.S.C. Sec. 1732<a. 


The United States passed upon the scope of this Federal statute in 
Palmer v. Hoffman. In this case, plaintiff sued to recover damages for injuries 
arising out of a grade-crossing accident. Two days afer the ac dent, as 
required by the defendant railroad company's rules, the engineer of the train 
involved reported the circumstances of the acciden’ to an official of the 
company. His report was reduced to writing and signed by him. The engineer 
having died beftre trial, the raiiiread offered his statement in evidence 
contending that it was made in the pegular course of business, and hence, was 
admissible by virtue of the statute, The trial court excluded the statement. 
The Supreme Court affirmed, saying: "B ut we do not think that it (the | 
statement) was made ‘in the regular course! of business within the meaning of | 
the Act. The business of the petitioner is the railroad business. ‘That | 
business like other enterprises entails the keeping of numerous books and | 
‘records essential to its conduct or useful in its efficient operation, 
eseThe engineer's statement which was held inadmissible in this case falls inte 
quite a different category. It is not a record made for the systematic conduc ; 


ie 


PN a 
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of the business as a business." 


Palmer v. Hoffman, 318 U.S. 109. 

The main records admitted into evidence by the Court, over the 
objections of Plaintiff-Appellant were (1) Dr ‘uzman's p. ‘sonal éimmpryndénd 
(2) A review of Plaintiff-Appellant's charts _; one, Dr. Krich. 

As regards Dr. Guaman's 19 paged personal dammary dated 
November 19,197),(Defendants* Exh. I) this record was not work related nor was 
4t made in the regular course of business, The main thrust of Dr. Guzman's 
testimony was that Plaintiff-Appellant was chronically late for an 8:00 A.M. 
conference. Although some of thenotes were alleged to have been made before 
November 19, 197k, not a single note documented the alleged time of arrival 
of Dr. Davidson to a single conference, Additionally, Dr. Guaman admitted in 
open court that at least one-third of these notes could not be remotely 
regarded as a criticism of Plaintiff-Appellant's performance, Of those that 
were considered criticism, they were of such minor importance as to incluce the 
criticism of the manner in which Plaintiff-Appellant tore open anlenvelope in | 
order to get to the contents, He never satisfactorily explained how one gets | 
a letter out of an envelope without in some manner tearing the envalope, 

The admission of Dr. Krich's evidence, over Plaintiff-Appellant's 
objections was even a more flagrant violation of the Federal Rules of Evidence, 
Indeed, this evidence (Defendants' Exh. J) was specifically mamufactured iwo | 
days before the trial. Additionally, Dr. Krich's testimony in all other 


regards was perjurous and with malice, 


POINT II 


PRESUMPTION ARISING FROM WITHHOLDING 
EVIDENCE 


An unfavorable inference may arise when a party fails to produce 
evidence which is within his co>.*<. and which he is nzturally expected to 
produce. It is logical to inier that the evidence is withheld because it 
would prove untavorable. 

Armory v. Delamirie, 1 Strange (K.B.) 505. 

One of the major factors in Judge Neaher's opinion was the testimony 
by Dr. Krich of Plaintiff-Appellant's alleged chronic tardiness to start 
operations which "seriously disrupted operating schedles, alarmed patients 
and frequently required the postponement of surgery." 

The indisputable fact, which was known to opposing counsel, was that 
Dr. Krich gave anesthesia in only one instance, out of appréximately 100 major 
cases for Plaintiff-Appellant. This particular case happened to be an emergency 
which occurred during the late afternoon and required several iours to get the 
patient ready for a major operative procedure. Almost all of the other cases 
wereciven by two anesthetists; one of whom, as admitted by Dr. Krich under 
cross examination, never had a single complaint about the excellent manner in 
which Dr, Davidson worked with the other members of the operating team, includ~ 
ing the anesthetist, and spent a short time pre-operatively properly prepar‘ng 
the patient for the psychic trauma of major surgery. The other anesthetist 
stated, ‘the following aay after learning of Dr. Krich's testimony, that he had | 
no recollection of making a single complaint to Dr, Krich about the excellent 
and highly competent manner in which Plaintiff-Appellmt worked in major 
operative cases withtthe entire operative team and his insistence that all 
safety precautions which included the pre-operative checking by means of x-ray, 


EKG, and other laboratory means, were done and on the chart before the patient | 


wh. 


| 
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wee put to sleep. This insistence by Plaintiff-Appel lant to the highest 
University Standards of sugical care--pre-ppe~ative, operative, and post- 
operative--were reflected in the excelleatresults at Plaintiff-Appellat 
obtained on his patients, This was in marked contrast to the poor and grossly 
negligent results obtained by Dr. Guaran and the other surgeons which were far 
below the minimum commmity standards and resulted in needless and preventable 
patient morbi _ y and mortality. Indeed, one of the, if not the main reason 
for the abrunt terminetion of Plaintiff-Appellant's employment was his official 
documentation and formal presentations of three cases ofneedless deaths and 
morbidity by Dr. Guzman whichonly represented a fraction of the preventable 
sicknessand needless deaths caused by his gross incompetence and his addiction 
to narcotics, 

Both of the two anesthetists that gave anesthesia for Dr. Davidson 
and whose testimony would have proven Dr. Guzman and Br. Erich to be perjurers 
were on duty at the hospital at «4 time of the trial and could have been 
subpoenaed to supply the truthful facts, The fact tiat they gave anesthesia 
was known to Defendants-Appellees because their names were listed on ea 
chart as nurse anesthetiste 

The mere non-production of any witness is not sufficient to serve as 
the basis for an unfavorable inference; the witness must we one whom the party 
would naturally be expected to call. To meet this requirement, the witness must 
be within the power of the party to produce, which one case has construed to 
mean “at hand and subject to a subpoena", 

Reehil v. Fraas, 11) N.Y.S. at 19. 
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POINT IIT 
HOSPITAL'S ACTION VIOLATION OF FIR&T 
AMENDMENT "FREEDOM OF SPEECH" CLAUSE 
The standard of medical care, particularly on the General Surgical 
Service, at the U. S. Public Heal tl Service Hospital, had declined precipi- 
tously under the directorship of Defendants~Appellees. Plaintiff-Appellant 
voiced frequent criticism against the level of surgical care and the lack of 
trained personnel, specifically, Surgical Residents on the General Surgical 


Service. 
The chronology of events relative to the termination of Plaintiff- 


Appellant's employment clearly demonstrates that the decision of termination 
was based wholely or in part on his outspoken criticism of the hospital, 
particularly the General Surgical Service. 

Such actions are a clear violation of the constitutionally guaranteed 
right of the "Freedom of Speech" clause of the First Amendment. The Courts 
‘ave uniformly held that the slightest infringement of this right is to be 
vigorously resisted. 

Under federal law, the right to remain in a previsional post is 
similar to a teacher's right to achieve tenure, which is actionable in a 
federal court if there is (1) denial of First Amendment rights, (2) infringe- 
ment of a property interest under the Fourteenth Amendment, or (3) depriva- 
tion of liberty under the Fourteenth Amendment. 


Perry V. Sindermann, 4,08 U.S. 593 (1972) 


Board of Regents v. Roth, 406 U.S. 564 (1972) 
In New York Times Co. v. Sullivan, the U. S. Supreme Court held that 
neither: (1) factual error nor; (2) defamatory content suffices to remove | 


the constitutional shield from criticism of official conduct. Indeed, the 
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combination of the two is also inadequate to remove this First Amendment right. 


New York Times Co. v. Sullivan, 376 U.S., 255. 


POINT IV 
COURT*S RULING PREVENTING PLAINTIFF-APPELLANT FROM 
PRESENTING EVIDENCE HE: HOSPITALS UNACCEPTABLE LEVEL 
OF SURGICAL CARE--A SUBSTANTIAL PREJUDICIAL ERROR 

The major factors in the court's decision to render judgment in favor 
of Defendants-Appellees were chronic tardiness by Plaintiff-Appellant to an | 
8:00 aem. conference; chronic tardiness--an average of twenty minutes later | 
than other physicians--in starting surgical operations and chart incompletenest. 

The Court, over Plaintiff-Appellant's objections refused to allow \ 
the introduction of evidence to show the reasons for the lateness of Plaintiff+ 
Appellant to this conference. The facts are that The U.S. Public Health | 
Service Hospital, Staten Island, New York in former years was &@ very good 
medical establishment. However, since approximately 1967, the quality of medi¢al 
care has decined precipitously until at present it is belwv the minimum 
acceptable community standards, The Hospital Intern Group is two-thirds 
Osteopathic or foreign trained doctors. 

An equally as great tragedy is the fact that there is not a single | 
resident on the General Surgical Service of the U.S. Public Health Service 
Hospital in StatentIsland. This is the only major hospital in the United 
States that attempts to provide general medical care under such medically 
unacceptable conditions, The results have been prolonged and unnecessary 
patient morbidity and needless deaths of patients. 


This deplorable state of affairs is due entirely to the grossly 
incompetent direction of the present hospital director, Nicholas J. Galluzd, | 


|| and the present Director of Surgery, Loren,o G. Guzman. 


i -li- | 


On numerous occasions, Plaintiff-Appellant had conferred with 


Nicholas J. Galluzzi in regzrds to improving this intolerable state of affairs, 
Dr. Galluzzi's reply has been that his primary job is not to disturb Washington 
and to do the best we can under the circumstances, He suggested that I get on 
this wave length. 

Dr. Lorenzo G. Guzman is an even more pathetic figure. He had a 
diagno&&s of cancer of the lymph node made on him some time ago. He suffers 
from other chronic medical donditions and requires constant sedation with 
narcoticse 

The other services are equally as bad. Thre is no female nurse 
assigned to the Breast Clinic to aid in the care of female breast cases. This 
is totally unacceptable. 

The X-ray Department is unable or unwilling to perform mammographies. 
This is below community medical standards. Indeed prior to Plaintiff-Appellm t's 
appointment at the hospital, mammographies were not done on the female patients 
in whom breast cancer was suspected. Plaintiff-Appellant arranged to have 
these services done at Doctors Hospital, Staten Island, New York. 

All other major general hospitals in the Metfopolitan New York area 
performing major surgical operations have a minimum four or five-year training 
program with tomr to eight Surgical Residents at each level which gives twenty 
to thirty Surgical Residents to the General Surgical Service of each hospital. 
As has been stated, the unbelievable state of affairs was that there was not, 
and still is not a single Surgical Resident on the entire General Surgical 
Service of the U.S. Public Hed@&th Service Hospital at Steen Island, NewYork. | 
Because of this total absence of a Surgical Residents Program, Plaintiff- 
Appellaht was forced to perform mang duties that normally would be relegated te 
residents in their first, second, third, fourth, or fifth year of training. | 


Plaintiff-Appellant's primary obligation and responsibility was to provide good 
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surgical care to the patients. This required Plaintiff-Appellant to make 
daily ward rounds at 7:00 to 4:30 A.M. This function is universally left in 
all other hospitals to the surgical house staff, which was non-existent in 
U.S. Public Hedith Service Hospital. 

Adaétthonally before Plaintiff-Appellant would ablow a single patient 
to be put to sleep for a major operation, he required that every parameter 
be checked and recorded on the chart. If there was a single abnormal 
laboratory finding which might adversely affect the health of the patient , 
Plaintiff-Appellant would require that this value be rechecked. This is the 
minimum acceptable procedure, preoperatively, in all major hospitals in the 
Metropolitan New York area. 

Rule 43 of the Rules of Procedure in the Federal Courts requires 
that: 

"all evidence shall be admitted which is admissible under 

statutes of the United States, or under the rules of 

evidence heretofore applied in the courts of the United 

“tates on the hearing of suits inequity, or under the 

rules of evidence applied in the courts of general 

jurisdiction of the state in which the United States 

dourt is held." 

Rule 43, Federal Rules of Civil Procedure. 
POINT V 


THE ACTIONS OF DEFEMDANTS-APPELLEES ARE A VIOLATION 
OF THE "EQUAL PROTECTION CLAUSE OF THE FOURTEENTH AMENDMENT" 


The "Equal Protection Clause"of the Fourteenth Amendment is a 
guaranty that all persons shall be treated alike under like circumstances and | 
conditions, both in privileges conferred and in liabilities imposed, 


U.S.--State of Louisiana ex rel, Francis v. 
Resweber, La., 329 U.S. 459- 


Testimony at trial brought out the fact that 100% of the doctors 


were late to the 8:00 a.m. conference. Dr. Guzman himself was often late, 


«i%e 


and missed many conferences due to his major chronic illness, requiring heavy 
narcotic sedation. 

In the matterof chart irregularities, 100% of the doctors had chart 
irregularities and were required to go to "the central discharge unit to 
complete these charts.” This fact was admitted by Dr. Guzman in his testimony 
at trial. 

Plaintiff-Appellant always promptly completed his charts. This was 
in marked contrast to the other Attending Physicians most of whom had a back- 


log of O to 50 charts that were incomplete 


POINT VI 
PLAINTIBF=APPELLANT WAS DENIED THE OPPORTUNITY 
TO FULLY CROSS EXAMINE IMPORTANT WITNESSES AND 
TO EXAMINE EVIDENCE INTRODUCED BY DEFENDANTS- 
APPELLEES 

Cross examination of adverse witnesses is 1 matter of right in every 

trial of a disputed issue of fact. 
Friedel v. Board of Regents, 296 N.Y. 3h)7. 
The right to cross examine is basic in our judicial system. 
Alford v. United States, 282 U.S. 687. 

The Court's decision was based primarily on the perjurous testimony | 
of Dr. Krich, In the matter of the so-called documentation of the fact that 
Plaintiff-Appellant was twenty minutes later starting his operations tha 
other physicians was manufactured evidence, fathered by "«. Krich during the 
48-hour period before his testimony. After giving his testimony in the late 
afternoon, he informed the court that he would not be available the following 
day, The Court excused Dr. Krich from further appearance. Defendant- 
Appellant was therefore denied his most fundamental constitutional right of 
fully and completely cross examining Dr. Krich. Additionally, the weview of 


the appriximately 106 charts was solely the unsupported testimoy of Dr. 


“lh- 
| 
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meaningful 
Krich, WNo/opportunity was provided Plaintiff-Appellant to make an independent 


review of these findings to see if indeed they were correct, therefore, the 
entire testimony of Dr. Krich as well as his so-called evidence (Defendants 


Exhibit J). 


alSe 


CONCLUSION 


For all of thc foregotng reasons, it is respectfully requested 
that this Court reverse the judgment of Mr. Justice Edward R. Neaher of 
the United States District Court Eastern District of New York. 

In the alternative, it is resp:ctfully requested that the subject 
judgment be vacated and a new trial be ordered. 


Dated: Brooklyn, New York 
April 2h, 1975 


MM] ines 


Attorney for Plaintiff-Appellant 


Arthur T. Davidson, M. D. pro se 
Of Counsel 
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STATE OF NEW YORK, COUNTY OF’ KINOS 88: 
? ‘ TO. gq ne 7 
The undersigned, an attorne mitted to practice in the courts of New York State, 


Cc pray emis certifies that the within 
: ” has heen compared by the undersigned with the original and found to be a true and complete copy. 


POE 5s iss deponent is Arthur T.Davidson, M.D., pro se 
Affirmation ? 4 
: the attorney(s) of record fo 
Plaintiff-Appellant in the within action; deponent has read the foregoin 
Brief for Plaintiff-Appellant and knows the contents thereof; the same i 
true to deponent’s own knowledge, except as to the matters therein stated to be alleged on information and belie 
and that as to those matters deponent believes it to be true. This verification is made by deponent and not by 


Chech Aoolcable Box 


The grounds of deponent’s belief as to all matters not stated upon deponent’s knowledge are as follows: 


INVORMATION AND 


The undersigned affirms that the foregoing statements are true, under the peg’ jufy. y, y l 
Dated: April 235 1975 * ™~ si AA ase 


The name signed must be printed beneath 
STATE OF NEW YORK, COUNTY OF . Arthur T. Davidson, M.D. pro sé 


being duly sworn, deposes and says: deponent i 

Individual the in the within action; deponent has reac 
Verification és > 

the foregoing and knows the contents thereof; the same is true t 

deponent's own knowledge, except as to the matters therein stated to be alleged on information and belief, and a 


to those matters deponent believes it to be true. 


Cae. thie of ; 

Verification : ae ; 
a corporation, in the within action; deponent has read the 
foregoing “a and knows the contents thereof; and the sam 
is true to deponent’s own knowledge, except as to the matters therein stated to be alleged upon information anc 
belief, and as to those matters deponent believes it to be true. This verification is made by deponent becaus¢ 


is a corporation and deponent is an officer thereof 
The grounds of de onent’s belief as to all matters not stated upon deponent’s knowledge are as follows: 
P Pp g 


able Bor 


< 


Chech Apt''c 


Sworn to before me on 
The name signed must be printed beneath 


STATE OF NEW YORK, COUNTY OF KINGS 88: 
Arthur T. Davidson, M.D, pro se being duly sworn, deposes and says: deponent is nut a party to the ac‘.ion 


is over Uycars of gag and resides at 629 Eastern Parkway, Brooklyn, N. Y. 


ae rng On April 23 195 deponent served the within peqef for Plaintiff-Appellant 
By Mail upon Pamela C. McQuire 
attorney(s) for Defendant-Appel Letethis action, at 225 Cadman Plaza E., Brooklyn, N.Y. 
the address designated by said attorney(s) for that purpos¢ 
by depositing a true copy of same enclosed in a post-paid properly addressed wrapper, in — a post office — officia 
depository under the exclusive care and custody of the United States Postal Service within the State of New York 
Afidait (Qn 19 at 


of Personal Pree 
Service deponent served the within 


herein, by delivering a true 
person so served to be the person mentioned and described infa 


Sworn to before me on 19 , 
igned must be printed beneath 


Arthur T. Davidson, M.D., pro 8 


NOTICE OF ENTRY 


Sir:- Please take wotice that the within is a (certified) 
true copy of a 

duly entered in the office of the clerk of the within 
named court on 19 


Dated, 


Attornmsy fer 
Office and Post Office Address 


NOTICE OF SEYTLEMENT 


Sir: ~ Please take notice that an order 


of which the within is a tue copy will be presented 
for settlement to the Hon. 


one of the judges of the within named Court, at 


on the day of 19 


Attorney for 
Office and Post Office Address 
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UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS 
FOR THE SECOND CTRCUIT 
ARTHUR T, DAVIDSON, M.D., 
Plaintiff-Appellant 
-against- 
LORENZO G. GUZMAN & NICHOLAS GALLUZZI 
Defendants- Appellees 


BRIEF FOR PLAINTIFF<APPELLANT 


ARTHUR T. DAVIDSON, M. D. pro se 


Attorney for Plaintiff-Appellant 
Office and Post Office Address, Telephone 
629 Eastern Parkway 
Brooklyn, N. Y. 
(2129 756<1708 
To Paela C, McGuire, Esq. 
225 Cadman Plaza East, Brooklyn, N.Y. 


Attorncy(s) for 


1300-Ore7s. 2ULIUS BLUMBERG, INC.. OO LACHANGE PLACE. N.Y, 4 


